THE TEXT YOU ARE VIEWNG | S A COVPUTER- GENERATED OR RETYPED VERSI ON OF A
PAPER PHOTOCOPY OF THE ORI G NAL. ALTHOUGH CONSI DERABLE EFFORT HAS BEEN
EXPENDED TO QUALI TY ASSURE THE CONVERSI ON, |IT MAY CONTAI N TYPOGRAPHI CAL
ERRORS. TO OBTAIN A LEGAL COPY OF THE ORI G NAL DOCUMENT, AS IT
CURRENTLY EXI STS, THE READER SHOULD CONTACT THE OFFI CE THAT ORI G NATED
THE CORRESPONDENCE OR PROVI DED THE RESPONSE.

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

DATE: June 18, 1980
SUBJECT: PSD Applicability: Coal Bl ending

FROM Di rector
Di vision of Stationary Source Enforcenent
TO Allyn Davis, Director
Air & Hazardous Materials Division
Regi on VI

This is in response to your meno of May 14, 1980, regarding the
bl endi ng of high and | ow sul fur coal at several Arkansas power plants.

The first issue you raised concerned two power plants (SWEPCO and AP&L
VWite Bluff) which were issued state construction pernmits in 1975 prior to
the time of PSD applicability. The permts linmted SO2 enissions to |levels
bel ow the NSPS level of 1.2 Ib/mm Btu. These plants now wi sh to increase
their SO2 em ssions by burning a higher sulfur coal in conmbination with
their present fuel. A question arises as to whether this is considered a
SIP relaxation and whether a SIP revision is necessary in order to increase
the all owabl e SO2 em ssions.

If the original construction permits were issued pursuant to a 40 CFR
Part 51.18 approved plan, the permts are considered enforceabl e under the

applicable inplenmentation plan. 1In order for either of the sources in
question to increase their allowable SO2 em ssions an anended Part 51.18
pernmit or SIP revision nmust be obtained. An anended permit will also be

enf orceabl e under the applicable inplenentation plan. Wile we agree that
PSD revi ew of the changes to bl ended coal is not required, we wi sh to point
out that SIP revisions for the plants could be approved only upon a show ng
that the revisions would not cause or contribute to a violation of an
applicable increment. 40 CFR 51.24(a)(2).

Your second question deals with the AP&L | ndependence Plant, which
received a PSD permt in 1978, requiring an SO2 enm ssion linmtation of 0.93
I b/mm Btu. The plant would now like to increase their emssion limtation
up to 1.2 Ib SO2/mm Btu, as prescribed by the NSPS. Wuld the anended
pernmit be subject to the old or existing PSD regul ati ons?

Any change in the permtted emission limtation would require the
pernmit either to be anended or the source to get a new permt. In either
case the application would be subject to the regulations in effect at the
time of the application. Wth regard to the Independence Plant, this would
nean that a BACT and air quality analysis woul d be required before the SO2
em ssion limtation could be altered. Any change which would affect the
conditions of the original permt would necessitate a re-evaluation prior to
the time the source would make such change. | would like to note that if a
pernmit modification is requested, BACT anal ysis can be nmore stringent than
NSPS, and therefore, SO2 scrubbing could be required for the Independence
Pl ant .

Thi s response has been coordinated with QAQPS and OGC. If you have any
questions regarding this determ nation, please contact Janet Littlejohn of
ny staff at 755-2564.



Edward E. Reich

cc: Peter Wckoff (OG0
Ji m Wi gol d ( CAQPS)

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

DATE: May 14, 1980
SUBJECT: Coal Blending in Several Arkansas Power Plants

FROM Allyn M Davis, Director
Air and Hazardous Materials Division

TGO Richard R Rhoads, Director
Control Prograns Devel opnent Division (MDD 15)

Edward Rei ch, Director
Di vision of Stationary Source Enforcenent (EN- 341)

In 1975, the State of Arkansas issued construction pernmits for two power
pl ants, SWEPCO and AP&L (White Bluff). In order to neet a 30 mnute State
anmbi ent standard, the pernmitted SO2 em ssions were less than the 1.2 I b/mm
Btu NSPS. The 30 minute standard was part of the Arkansas Code but was not
part of the SIP. There are no SO2 regul ations in the EPA approved SIP.

Due to a depressed coal industry, the Arkansas General Assenbly is trying to
get the power plants to blend high sulfur Arkansas coal with the | ow sul fur
western coal. The SO2 enissions would increase as a result of the blending.
Would this increase in SO2 em ssions be considered a SIP rel axation, and
would a SIP revision be required?

In 1978, the State issued a construction pernmit for the AP&L (I ndependence)
plant. The permtted SO2 em ssions (0.93 | b/mm Btu) again were |l ess than
the NSPS (1.2 Ib/mmBtu). This plant also received a PSD permt. At that
time, BACT was defined as the applicable NSPS. However, in order to be
consistent with the State emission limtations, we specified the 0.93 val ue
in the PSD permt.

Based on a March 26, 1979, determ nation from DSSE, an increase in the

sul fur content of a particular fuel does not constitute a major nodification
for PSD purposes. Therefore, the increase in the SO2 enissions resulting
fromthe coal blending is not considered a mgjor nodification. However, the
PSD permit for I|ndependence nust be amended before the SO2 eni ssions can
increase. Wuld the anended permit be covered under the old regul ations or
the current regulations? For exanple, would the source be subject to case-
by-case BACT anal ysis in accordance with the existing regulations?

The above di scussions assune the source can denpnstrate there will be no
NAAQS or PSD increnent problens as a result of the increase.

The SWEPCO pl ant has been in operation for sonetine; the AP& (White Bl uff)
units are soon to go on line; and the AP&L (I ndependence) units are in the
initial construction phases. Since Arkansas does not issue operating
pernmits, the source nust be operated in accordance with the construction
permit limtations.

We ask that you respond to the above issues by May 19, 1980. |If you have
any questions, please contact nme or John Bunyak of nmy staff at FTS 729-2742.

MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: PSD Applicability: Coal Bl ending

FROM Di rector
Di vision of Stationary Source Enforcenent

TO Al'lyn Davis, Director



Air & Hazardous Materials Division
Regi on VI

This is in response to your meno of May 14, 1980, regarding the
bl endi ng of high and | ow sul fur coal at several Arkansas power plants.

The first issue you raised concerned two power plants (SWEPCO and AP&L
VWite Bluff) which were issued state construction pernmits in 1975 prior to
the time of PSD applicability. The permts linmted SO2 enissions to |levels
bel ow the NSPS level of 1.2 Ib/mm Btu. These plants now wi sh to increase
their SO2 em ssion by burning a higher sulfur coal in conbination with their
present fuel. A question arises as to whether this is considered a SIP
rel axation and whether a SIP revision is necessary in order to increase the
al | owabl e SO2 em ssi ons.

If the original construction permits were issued pursuant to a 40 CFR
Part 51.18 approved plan, the permts are considered enforceabl e under the
applicable inplenmentation plan. 1In order for either of the sources in
question to increase their allowable SO2 emi ssions an anended Part 51.18
pernmit or SIP revision nmust be obtained. An anended permit will also be
enforceabl e under the applicable inplementation. | would also like to point
out that if the baseline has been triggered in the areas where these sources
are located, the difference in allowabl e enissions between the original and
amended permts will consunme increment. PSD review of these sources is not
requi red since the sources were "grandfathered" under the June 19, 1978 PSD
regul ati ons and the sources thensel ves have not changed

Your second question deals with the AP&L | ndependence Pl ant, which
received a PSD permt in 1978, requiring an SO2 enm ssion linmtation of 0.93
I b/mm Btu. The plant would now like to increase their emssion limtation
up to 1.2 Ib SO2/mm Btu, as prescribed by the NSPS. Wuld the anended
pernmit be subject to the old or existing PSD regul ati ons?

Any change in the permtted emission limtation would require the
pernit either to be anended for the source to get a new permt. In either
case a pernmt nodification would be subject to
regulations in effect at the tinme of the request for nodification. Wth
regard to the Independence Plant, this would nean that a BACT and air
qual ity analysis would be required before the SO2 em ssion limtation could
be altered. Any change which woul d affect the conditions of the origina
permt would necessitate a re-evaluation prior to the tinme the source woul d
make such change. | would like to note that if a permt nodification is
request ed, BACT anal ysis can be nore stringent than NSPS, and therefore, SO2
scrubbi ng could be required for the I ndependence Pl ant.

Thi s response has been coordinated with QAQPS and OGC. If you have any
questions regarding this determ nation, please contact Janet Littlejohn of
ny staff at 755-2564.

Edward E. Reich

cc: Peter Wckoff (OG0
Ji m Wi gol d ( OAQPS)



